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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The influence of mood on judgment has been studied in several contexts 
over the past few decades. Previous research has determined that mood influences 
memory (Isen, Shalker, Clark, & Karp, 1978; Bower, 1981; Mayer, Gaschke, 
Braverman, & Evans, 1992) as well as judgments of probability (Johnson & 
Tversky, 1983; Mayer, Mamberg, & Volanth, 1988; Mayer & Hansen, 1995) and 
evaluations of products (e.g., speakers evaluated over a three-minute listening 
session, Gorn, Goldberg & Basu, 1993), people (Erber, 1991; Forgas, Bower, & 
Krantsz, 1984), and life as a whole (Schwarz & Clore, 1983). Several theories 
attempting to account for the effect of mood on evaluation have been developed, 
including the affect-priming model (Isen, Shalker, Clark, & Karp, 1978), the 
affect-as-information model (Schwarz & Clore, 1983), the mood as input model 
(Martin, 1992) and the affect infusion model (Forgas, 1995). The goal of the 
research presented here is to develop and test a range-frequency theory account of 
the effect of mood on evaluations (Parducci, 1965, 1968, 1995).  
Previous research on the effects of mood on memory found that being in 
positive or negative moods causes people to retrieve mood-congruent information 
(Isen, Shalker, Clark, & Karp, 1978; Bower, 1981; Mayer, Gaschke, Braverman, 
& Evans, 1992). The basic idea underlying the research presented here is that the 
insertion of these mood-congruent memories into a person’s context of judgment 
will alter the range and frequency scores for items being evaluated. This range-
frequency theory account of the effects of mood on evaluation could provide 
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insight into the way in which individuals evaluate items under different mood 
states, such as elation or depression. This insight could be used to better 
understand the differences between how individuals with and without 
psychological mood disorders evaluate products, people, and life events. 
Mood 
 
The topic of mood has been extensively studied within the social and 
health related sciences. Mood can be defined as a persistent affective state that 
can have either a positive or negative valence (Durand & Barlow, 2003). Mood 
differs from emotion, which is considered to be a temporary reaction to specific 
external stimuli (Durand & Barlow, 2003; Nowlis & Nowlis, 1956). Mood is also 
different from temperament, which is considered to be a more consistent and 
permanent personality trait that is influenced more by genetics than external 
stimuli (Goldsmith, Buss, Plomin, Rothbard, Thomas & Chess, 1987). There 
seems to be a connection between the mood a person experiences and the 
thoughts that person has, which has come to be known as mood-congruence 
(Mayer, Gaschke, Braverman, & Evans, 1992). The congruence between a 
person’s mood and his or her thoughts has well-known effects on learning 
(Hettena & Ballif, 1981) and memory (Isen, Shalker, Clark, & Karp, 1978; 
Bower, 1981; Mayer, Gaschke, Braverman, & Evans, 1992) and has also been 
found to influence estimates of probability (Johnson & Tversky, 1983; Mayer, 
Mamberg, & Volanth, 1988; Mayer & Hansen, 1995) as well as social (Erber, 
1991), self-relevant (Forgas, Bower, & Krantsz, 1984; Pietromonaco & Markus, 
1985), and life satisfaction judgments (Schwarz & Clore, 1983). 
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Several theories have been proposed to explain the effects of mood on 
judgment including the affect-priming model (Isen, Shalker, Clark, & Karp, 1978; 
Bower, 1981; Mayer, Gaschke, Braverman, & Evans, 1992), the affect-as-
information theory (Schwarz & Clore, 1983), the affect infusion model (AIM; 
Forgas, 1995), and the mood as input model (Martin, 1992). The affect infusion 
model provides a comprehensive explanation of the effects of mood on judgment 
that incorporates both the affect-priming and affect-as-information theories.  
While now considered obsolete, the affect-priming model suggests that the 
effect of mood on estimation can be explained by priming of mood-congruent 
memories, which influences a person’s judgment by bringing more positive or 
negative instances to mind (Isen, Shalker, Clark, & Karp, 1978; Mayer, Gaschke, 
Braverman, & Evans, 1992).  The affect-as-information theory (Schwarz & Clore, 
1983) accounts for the effect of mood on evaluations by suggesting that 
evaluations are made based on affective cues (i.e., feelings) about an item or set 
of items being evaluated. According to this theory, people will evaluate 
something better in a positive mood because they may misattribute their positive 
feelings to the object being evaluated (Schwarz & Clore, 1983). The affect 
infusion model (Forgas, 1995) is designed to explain why mood congruence 
occurs in some situations but not in others by combining the basic concepts of the 
affect priming and affect-as-information models. The affect infusion model 
suggests that mood-congruent judgment is the result of either affect priming or 
affect as information depending on the processing strategy that is used to make 
the judgment (Forgas, 1995). The model predicts that mood will have a stronger 
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influence on judgment when heuristic or substantive processing (substantive 
processing is a term used by Forgas (1995) to refer to processing that involves 
directly relating information about a target to prior knowledge in memory. More 
specifically, the model predicts that affect-priming will be used to make 
judgments under substantive processing while the affect-as-information 
mechanism will be used when judgments are made under heuristic processing 
(Forgas, 1995). Neither the affect-priming theory nor the affect-as-information 
theory is sufficient to explain the effect of mood on evaluations being proposed 
by the current study, however. 
The current study focuses on developing a range-frequency theory account 
of the effect of mood on evaluations. This account will propose that mood-
congruent memory retrieval (Isen, Shalker, Clark, & Karp, 1978; Bower, 1981; 
Mayer, Gaschke, Braverman, & Evans, 1992) results in changes in the range and 
frequency of values within a person’s context of judgment (Parducci, 1965, 1968, 
1995), which alters his or her evaluations. Range-frequency theory, along with the 
affect-priming model (Isen, Shalker, Clark, & Karp, 1978), the affect-as-
information model (Schwarz & Clore, 1983) and the affect infusion model 
(Forgas, 1995), predicts that overall evaluations will be better when people are 
experiencing a positive mood rather than a negative mood due to the sheer 
quantity of positive information that is available in a positive mood. However, 
neither  model makes the counterintuitive prediction that particular values (e.g., 
particular temperatures and prices) will be judged as worse in positive moods than 
in negative moods (i.e., mood-incongruent judgment effects).   
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Previous research suggests that mood-congruent judgment is an automatic 
effect and that mood-incongruent judgment only occurs when a second process 
interferes with the recall of mood-congruent memories (Mayer et al., 1992), such 
as when people attempt to reduce a negative mood by recalling more pleasant 
memories (Clark & Isen, 1982; Erber, Wegner, & Theriault, 1996). Martin, Ward, 
Achee, and Wyer Jr. (1993) introduced the mood as input model as a better way 
to account for mood-incongruent judgment effects.  
The mood as input model asserts that moods act as information, similar to 
the mood as information model (Schwarz & Clore, 1988). Unlike the mood as 
information model (Schwarz & Clore, 1988), which is based on the “how do I feel 
about it?” heuristic and relies solely on the information provided by affect, the 
mood as input model suggests that it is not moods themselves that result in the 
judgment being made but rather the input that moods have cognitive processing. 
In regard to evaluations, for example, the mood as input model (Martin, Abend, 
Sedikides, & Green, 1997) suggests that judgments are based on how well a target 
has fulfilled its role (role fulfillment hypothesis). Martin et al., (1997) cite cases in 
which mood-incongruent evaluations may occur due to how well a target has 
achieved its goal and/or met the expectations of the subject. For example, if a 
person reads a sad book and evaluates the book positively despite being in a 
negative (sad) mood after reading the book. In this case, Martin et al., (1997) 
suggest that the person relies more on a “what would I feel if …?” heuristic that 
takes into account the nature of the target and how well it met its expected 
outcome. In the case of the sad story, a person might expect to feel sad after 
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reading it, if they do, then the book had its intended effect and is evaluated 
positively. If a person is in a happy mood after reading a sad story, the person 
would likely rate the story more negatively. This model suggests, therefore, that 
mood-incongruent judgment will only take place when a person’s expectations of 
mood do not match their current mood.  
While the mood as input model is consistent with prior research in regard 
to overall evaluations, it does not seem to explain mood-incongruent attribute 
evaluations where the “what would I feel if…?” heuristic is less applicable. For 
example, it is not clear how this heuristic would be applied if a person were 
evaluating a particular temperature; it is unlikely that they would ask themselves 
(either implicitly or explicitly) “what would I feel if it were 68 degrees outside” 
but more likely that they would base their evaluation off of a particular context 
taking into account previous experiences.  
 Range-frequency theory, presents an alternative prediction to provide a 
more thorough explanation for both mood congruent and incongruent judgments 
that applies to overall evaluations as well as attribute evaluations whereby mood-
incongruent judgment of specific items may be the result of changes in the 
context of judgment brought about by the types of information that are recalled in 
different moods.  
According to research on mood-congruent memory, good moods activate 
positive information while bad moods activate negative information (Isen, 
Shalker, Clark, & Karp, 1978; Bower, 1981; Mayer, Gaschke, Braverman, & 
Evans, 1992). These memory effects are suggested to be due to the spreading 
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activation of mood-congruent information within the mind, or the inhibition of 
non-mood-congruent information (Collins & Loftus, 1975). Researchers have 
suggested that information is coded and stored in memory along with the affect 
that accompanied it (Bower, 1981). Particular moods, therefore, activate 
information that is mood congruent (Erber & Erber, 1994) in a way similar to 
priming (Forgas, 1995). When a person is in a happy mood, for example, he or 
she will be more likely to activate, recall, and use happy memories, which then 
influence the person’s thoughts, behaviors, and judgments. 
Rumination is a case in which mood-congruent recall may exacerbate 
negative feelings and negative evaluations. Rumination is defined as repetitive 
self-reflective thought directed towards one’s negative mood (Nolen-Hoeksema, 
2000) and has been found to exacerbate and prolong depressed mood among 
individuals with depression (Rusting & Nolen-Hoeksema, 1998). In addition to 
being linked to the maintenance of depression, rumination has also been tied to 
recall of negative memories. Rumination on negative mood has been shown to 
increase one’s attention to negative memories associated with that mood, which 
makes those memories more accessible and likely to be recalled (Lyubomirsky, 
Caldwell, & Nolen-Hoeksema, 1998). In short, rumination contributes to and may 
increase the likelihood of mood congruent recall among individuals with 
depression. Furthermore, it has been suggested that the effect of rumination on 
negative recall, when combined with effects on negative thinking overall, 
contributes to the negative mood and helps to maintain depression (Teasdale, 
1983). Rumination, and its effect on recall of negative information, may 
8 
contribute to differences in the judgment processes of individuals with depression 
and those without depression. Specifically, this effect may contribute to range and 
frequency effects, as described in the following section. 
Judgment 
 
Categorical judgment refers to the way in which individuals make 
evaluations about items (such as how good or bad something seems). Category 
ratings are made according to underlying processes that rely on the context in 
which the stimulus is presented (Parducci & Fabre, 1995). Contextual effects refer 
to the relationship between the stimulus being judged and the other stimuli that 
are presented with it either simultaneously or successively (Parducci & Fabre, 
1995). The distribution of all the stimuli that comprise a particular context 
influences the category rating that is made for any particular stimulus within that 
context (Parducci & Fabre, 1995). Several theories have been suggested to 
explain contextual effects in judgment. The current study focuses on the most 
successful of these theories: Parducci’s (1965) range-frequency theory. 
Parducci’s (1965) range-frequency theory is based on the idea that 
judgments are made based on context. This theory of how individuals make 
evaluations about items takes two principles into account. According to the range 
principle, individuals split the dimension into categories such that each category 
represents an equally sized specific sub-range of the dimension. When using the 
range principle, individuals are not concerned with whether there are equal 
numbers of exemplars within each of the categories as some categories may have 
many stimuli and some may have none. The second principle, the frequency 
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principle, suggests that individuals split the exemplars into equal categories so 
that there are an equal number of exemplars in each category though the sub-
ranges of the dimension may be unequal. When participants use the range 
principle, the center of the rating scale is represented by the midpoint of the range 
of values while the median of the values represents the center of the rating scale 
when the frequency principle is used. Since these two principles seemingly 
conflict with one another, Parducci conducted numerous experiments to show that 
individuals compromise between the two principles when making judgments. The 
compromise between these principles is modeled as a weighted average function. 
This supposition was confirmed by the finding that participants’ mean 
judgments fell between the midpoint and the median of the scale. One experiment 
that Parducci (1968) conducted to illustrate the range-frequency theory asked 
participants to judge 44 numbers as being very small, small, medium, large, or 
very large. Two sets of numbers were presented; one had a negative skew and one 
had a positive skew though both sets had the same mean. Parducci (1968) found 
that students on average judged the entire set of numbers to be larger in the 
negatively skewed distribution than in the positively skewed distribution because 
there were more exemplars of numbers at the upper end of the range even though 
the range was lower in the negatively skewed distribution. The mean judgments 
for all of the values drawn from the negative skew (judged as above ‘medium’) 
were larger than the mean judgment for the positive skew (judged as below 
‘medium’). Ultimately, this shows that individuals’ judgments vary according to 
the context and that they do not appear to be based on a comparison to the mean 
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for the set of stimuli as was predicted by Helson’s (1964) adaptation-level theory. 
Based on this finding, Parducci (1968) made the tongue-in-cheek 
observation that happiness is a negatively skewed distribution. People are happier 
when their life experiences are sampled from a negatively skewed distribution, 
because 1) the majority or their experiences are at the upper end of their range and 
are, therefore, judged as good; 2) negatively skewed distributions lack 
extraordinary experiences which could make the everyday good experiences 
appear mundane; and 3) negatively skewed distributions have occasional, rare 
miserable experiences which make the everyday experiences look good by 
comparison. These factors will cause overall evaluations to be better in a 
negatively skewed distribution compared to a positively skewed distribution and 
may explain why overall evaluations are typically better if people are in positive 
moods (wherein the insertion of positive information into the context of judgment 
would create a negatively skewed distribution) than if they are in negative moods 
(wherein the insertion of negative information into the context of judgment would 
create a positively skewed distribution). 
Counterintuitively, however, range-frequency theory predicts that 
evaluations of particular values (e.g., particular temperatures such as 58°, 
particular prices such as $3.25, or life experiences such as waiting 25 minutes for 
the bus to arrive; as opposed to series or groups of values such as temperatures 
during the month of November, prices of all of the different type of orange juice 
in the supermarket, or satisfaction with life in general) within the positively 
skewed distribution will be judged as better while particular values within the 
11 
negatively skewed distribution will be judged as worse. Figure 1 presents a 
graphical representation of this concept whereby objective values (e.g., particular 
temperatures or prices) are evaluated differently if presented within a negatively 
skewed distribution compared to if presented within a positively skewed 
distribution. The current study suggests that mood-congruent recall (Isen, Shalker, 
Clark, & Karp, 1978; Bower, 1981; Mayer, Gaschke, Braverman, & Evans, 1992) 
will produce negatively and positively skewed contexts of judgment, such that the 
insertion of negative information into a person’s context of judgment if they are in 
a negative mood will create a positively skewed distribution and the insertion of 
positive information if they are in a positive mood will create a negatively skewed 
distribution. 
If a participant is in a positive mood, he or she is more likely to insert 
positive exemplars into a context of judgment, resulting in more items on the high 
end of the scale, which produces a more positive evaluation overall of the entire 
group since there are more items falling above the median on the scale. According 
to the frequency principle, however, when considering a particular value the 
ordinal rank of all the items is affected; when items are inserted above a value in a 
negatively skewed distribution, that value’s ordinal rank is lowered making the 
particular item seem worse. The range principle also predicts that a particular item 
may be judged as worse in a negatively skewed distribution (positive mood) than 
a positively skewed distribution (negative mood). According to the range 
principle, the limens, or category boundaries, are shifted when a new exemplar is 
inserted into the judgment context that extends the range of values. When an 
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exemplar is added at the upper end to extend the range of a negatively skewed 
distribution (as might happen, if a person is in a positive mood and recalls a 
particularly good memory), the limens will be shifted upward to accommodate the 
new exemplar causing particular items between the placement of the old limens 
and the placement of the new ones to be evaluated worse. For example, an item 
that was previously rated in category three may be rated in category two once an 
exemplar is added to the high end of the scale and the category boundaries or 
limens are shifted upward to accommodate the new exemplar. The opposite effect 
would occur in a positively skewed distribution (negative mood), which would 
result in particular items being evaluated as better. 
Parducci’s (1965) frequency principle would also affect evaluated 
differences between particular items. When the ordinal rank of a set of stimuli is 
affected by inserting instances into one end of the scale, the frequency on that end 
of the scale is increased, which would then alter the ordinal or percentile ranks of 
values within the context of judgment. This principle can be applied to make 
predictions regarding the influence mood on judgment by considering that more 
instances are likely to be recalled for mood congruent stimuli, thus increasing the 
frequency on the mood-congruent end of the evaluation scale. This should lead to 
more perceived difference between mood congruent items than between mood 
incongruent items, which may ultimately result in differences between the 
judgment of individuals in negative and positive moods. When a participant is 
experiencing a negative mood (depressed), he or she may insert instances into the 
low end of the scale that are reflective of their current mood. For example, two 
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stimuli ranked as 2 and 3 prior to the insertion of these negative memories may be 
judged as 1 and 4 afterwards due to the insertion of instances that may fall 
between the two stimuli. In this case, the density of the scale will become more 
positively skewed. The two stimuli will be judged as farther apart, in terms of 
their ordinal rank, than they otherwise would, which would produce a concave  
function as represented by the upper curve in Figure 1.  
 
As Figure 1 shows, the curve for the positively skewed distribution is 
steeper on the low end due to the insertion of exemplars that affect the ordinal 
rank of values, which produces greater evaluated differences between values. 
Similarly, when a participant is experiencing a positive mood (elated), he or she 
may insert instances into the high end of the scale. In this case, the stimuli ranked 
4 and 5 may be judged as 3 and 6 due to the insertion of instances between the 
two stimuli. This would cause the distribution to become more negatively skewed.  
The two stimuli would be judged as farther apart than they otherwise would, 
which would produce a convex function. The curve for the negatively skewed 
distribution becomes steeper at the high end when exemplars are inserted at the 
upper end and the ordinal ranks of the values at the upper end build up more 
quickly producing greater evaluated differences between values.  
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Rationale 
Parducci’s (1965) range-frequency theory has been widely demonstrated 
to account for contextual effects on evaluations; however, it has not been 
previously applied to the study of the effects of mood on evaluations. The current 
study aimed to develop and test a range-frequency theory account of the effects of 
mood on judgment whereby mood-congruent memories are inserted into a 
person’s context of judgment thus altering the person’s evaluations of attribute 
values. Studies I through III explore overall evaluations as well as evaluations of 
specific items within a particular context of judgment in order to investigate 
whether participants’ overall evaluations are better while their evaluations of 
specific items within the same context are worse. In addition, experiments were 
conducted to determine whether mood influences the evaluated differences 
between items. 
Since no previous research has been conducted applying Parducci’s (1965) 
range-frequency theory to the study of mood and evaluations, there is a gap in the 
literature that, once filled, may contribute to a better understanding of the 
judgment processes of individuals with psychological mood disorders. A better 
understanding of the influence of mood on judgment may also lead to the 
development of new options to treat the judgment problems commonly associated 
with depression (Beck, 1967) and the reduced sensitivity to reward that has been 
observed among depressed populations (Foti & Hajcak, 2009; Forbes, Shaw, and 
Dahl, 2007; Henriques & Davidson, 2000; Henriques, Glowacki, & Davidson, 
1994).  Overall, exploring and expanding on this line of research could have a 
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great impact on the understanding and treatment of psychological mood disorders 
as well as lead to an understanding of everyday, non-clinical, effects of mood on 
individuals’ evaluations. 
A series of experiments was conducted related to this topic in order to gain 
a better understanding of the relationship between a person’s mood and his or her 
evaluation of several stimuli such as events and temperature. This effect was 
examined both by inducing a positive or negative mood in a laboratory setting and 
by relying on participants’ naturally occurring (e.g. not lab-induced) moods. It 
was expected that participants’ judgments would vary due to a change in the 
context of the stimuli that was consistent with the mood they were experiencing. 
Consistent with the predictions of range-frequency theory (Parducci, 1968, 1995), 
the affect-priming model (Isen, Shalker, Clark, & Karp, 1978; Mayer, Gaschke, 
Braverman, & Evans, 1992), the affect-as-information model (Schwarz & Clore, 
1983), and the affect infusion model (Forgas, 1995), evaluations of series or 
groups of values (e.g., overall life satisfaction, the overall temperature for 
November in Chicago) were expected to be better when participants were 
experiencing a positive mood (happiness) than when they were experiencing a 
negative mood (sadness). Consistent with range-frequency theory (Parducci, 
1968, 1995), but contrary to the affect-priming model (Isen, Shalker, Clark, & 
Karp, 1978; Mayer, Gaschke, Braverman, & Evans, 1992), the affect-as-
information model (Schwarz & Clore, 1983), and the affect infusion model 
(Forgas, 1995), evaluations of particular stimuli (e.g., particular temperatures such 
as 58° or life experiences such as waiting 25 minutes for the bus to arrive) were 
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expected to be worse when participants are experiencing a positive mood 
(happiness) than when they were experiencing a negative mood (sadness). 
Additionally, greater differences were expected to be found between stimuli on 
the mood congruent end of the range than on the mood-incongruent end of the 
range. 
Studies I and II used a musical mood induction procedure whereby 
participants listened to classical music selections previously found to induce 
happy or sad moods (Vastfjall, 2002). Participants evaluated their overall 
happiness and life satisfaction in order to determine the effect of mood on overall 
evaluations. In addition, participants in Study 1 evaluated 23 life experience 
attributes in order to determine the effect of mood on specific attribute evaluations 
and 13 temperatures in order to determine whether participants evaluate greater 
differences between stimuli on the mood-congruent end of the contextual scale.  
In Study 2, participants were asked to evaluate items that could be framed 
as rewards (gains) or punishments (losses) in order to examine whether a reduced 
sensitivity to reward/punishment among individuals with depression (Foti & 
Hajcak, 2009; Forbes, Shaw, & Dahl, 2007; Henriques & Davidson, 2000; 
Henriques, Glowacki, & Davidson, 1994) can be linked to Parducci’s (1965) 
theory. Participants in this study evaluated several monetary values framed as 
gains or losses to determine how good or bad each item seemed as well as 
whether larger differences were evaluated between items that are mood-congruent 
(i.e. losses for sad moods and gains for happy moods), which may help explain 
why individuals experience reduced sensitivities to non-mood-congruent stimuli. 
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 Study 3 assessed the influence of natural (i.e. not lab induced) mood on 
evaluations of overall life satisfaction as well as several specific attributes (similar 
to Study 1); natural mood was assessed using a protocol whereby participant 
mood was assessed on sunny or cloudy/rainy days, which have been shown to 
naturally induce happy and sad moods, respectively (Schwarz & Clore, 1983). 
 
Statement of Hypotheses 
Hypothesis I. Evaluations of overall satisfaction will be significantly higher for 
participants experiencing a happy/positive mood and significantly lower for 
participants experiencing a sad/negative mood.  
Hypothesis II. Evaluations of specific attributes will be significantly lower for 
participants experiencing a happy/positive mood and significantly higher for 
participants experiencing a sad/negative mood.  
Hypothesis III. Differences between evaluated items will be larger for mood 
congruent stimuli and smaller for mood incongruent stimuli.  
Hypothesis IV. The hypothesized effects of lab-induced mood on evaluations 
(Hypotheses I-III) will occur when mood is induced naturally (non lab-induced).  
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CHAPTER II 
METHOD (STUDY 1) 
This study explored the influence of induced mood on evaluations of 
overall life satisfaction in order to replicate the findings of previous studies 
(Schwarz & Clore, 1983) and test the hypothesis that overall evaluations are 
judged as better when participants are in a positive mood than when they are in a 
negative mood. In addition, this study investigated the effect of mood on specific 
attribute evaluations of life experiences (e.g., waiting 25 minutes for the bus to 
arrive) to test the hypotheses that particular items are judged worse when 
participants are in a positive mood (because by comparison more positive events 
are accessible in memory) and better when participants are in a negative mood 
(because by comparison more negative events are accessible in memory). This 
study also tested the hypothesis that participants evaluate greater differences 
between items that are considered mood-congruent by having participants 
evaluate specific temperatures (e.g. 58 degrees) for the month of November in 
Chicago.  
Research Participants. Participants for this study (n=78) were recruited through 
the Introductory Psychology Subject Pool at an urban Midwestern university. 
Participation was voluntary and participants received course credit for completing 
the study.  
Materials. A musical mood induction procedure similar to that of Vastfjall (2002) 
was used for this study. The materials for the music mood induction procedure 
consisted of three compact discs (CDs; labeled ‘happy’, ‘sad’, and ‘neutral’) each 
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containing three classical musical selections found to induce either a happy, sad, 
or neutral mood (Vastfjall, 2002). The ‘happy’ CD contained the following 
selections: Jesu Joy of Man’s Desiring by Bach, Nutcracker Suite by 
Tchaikovsky, and Coppelia by Delibes. The ‘sad’ CD contained the following 
selections: The Rite of Spring by Stravinsky, Funeral March Sonata by Chopin, 
and Russia Under the Mongolian Yoke, by Prokofiev. The ‘neutral’ CD contained 
the following selections: Symphony No. 40 in G minor by Mozart, Canon de 
Pachelbel by Lefevre, and la Mer: From Dawn until Noon on the Sea by 
Debussy. 
Overall life satisfaction was measured with two questions. The first 
question asked how happy the participant felt about his or her life as a whole and 
the second question asked how satisfied the participant was with his or her life as 
a whole (Schwarz & Clore, 1983). Ratings were made on a seven-point scale 
ranging from 1 (very unhappy/unsatisfied) to 7 (very happy/satisfied). A separate 
questionnaire packet consisted of 23 individual slips of paper each listing a 
common life experience that is objectively bad, good, or neutral (e.g., waiting 25 
minutes for the bus to arrive, receiving ten extra credit points on an exam, finding 
a penny in your pocket) and an evaluation scale (Appendix A). The 23 life 
experiences were presented in the form of attribute evaluations rather than as 
specific event scenarios. Participants were instructed to rate how good or bad each 
particular life experience seemed on a response scale ranging from 1 (very bad) to 
7 (very good). Participants also evaluated how good or bad 13 temperatures 
seemed for November in Chicago (Appendix B). The items included in the 
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temperature evaluation packet fell in a normal distribution around the average 
temperature for the month of November in Chicago (48 degrees) as determined by 
previous years’ weather patterns.  
 In order to measure participants’ current mood, a mood adjective 
checklist similar to the one developed by Nowlis and Nowlis (1956) was used 
(Appendix C). The checklist consisted of 8 adjectives describing a cheerful (4 
words) or depressed (4 words) mood. Cheerful adjectives consisted of: good, 
happy, calm, and inspired. Depressed adjectives consisted of: sad, blue, gloomy, 
and apprehensive. The adjectives were presented in a pre-selected random order. 
Participants were asked to rate how well each word ‘represents the way he or she 
currently feels’ (Lorr, Daston, & Smith, 1967). Participants rated their mood for 
each adjective on a seven-point scale with options of ranging from 1 (not at all) to 
7 (extremely) (Erber & Erber, 1994). 
A demographic questionnaire (Appendix E) was used to collect 
information regarding participants’ knowledge of the intent of the study as well as 
basic demographic items such as gender, ethnicity, and age. 
A debriefing script was used to inform participants of the true nature of 
the study. The debriefing script read as follows: 
We are examining how a person’s mood influences his or her 
judgment and decision making processes. As part of the study you 
were made to have either a positive or negative mood prior to 
making several judgments. After making those judgments, we had 
you evaluate your current mood in order to determine your mood 
at the time the judgments were made.   It is important for you to 
know that it was necessary to induce a specific mood in order to 
determine that mood’s effect on your evaluations. Please do not 
share this information with other students as it may affect the 
results of our research. 
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Procedure. Participants were randomly assigned to a happy, sad, or neutral mood 
condition. To begin, the experimenter informed the participants that they would 
start by listening to a musical piece and to pay close attention since they would be 
asked about it later in the study (Pignatiello, Camp, & Rasar, 1986). The 
experimenter then played a randomly selected musical piece from the CD that 
corresponded to the participant’s randomized mood condition (happy, sad, or 
neutral).  
Next, the experimenter informed participants that the following tasks 
would relate to their perception of several life experiences. Participants then 
received the evaluation packets and were asked to fill them out as completely and 
honestly as possible. Once participants’ responses were collected, they received 
the mood adjective checklist. Upon completion of the experiment, participants 
were given the demographic questionnaire, which assessed for knowledge of the 
true intent of the experiment and were, finally, debriefed before being thanked for 
their participation and released. 
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CHAPTER III 
RESULTS (STUDY 1) 
Seventy-eight participants took part in Study 1; 29 participants in the 
happy condition, 28 in the neutral condition, and 21 in the sad condition. Thirty-
one percent of the participants reported having prior knowledge of the study 
though none correctly reported the intent of the study; all reported that they knew 
what the study was about based on the description provided when they signed up 
for the study, which was intentionally vague. Participants were mostly white 
(64%), female (83%), and between the ages of 18 and 21 (91%). There were no 
statistically significant differences in the demographic make-up (ethnicity, gender, 
or age) of the three groups. 
 Prior to data analysis, participants’ mood adjective checklist responses 
were analyzed to determine whether participants were experiencing the desired 
mood (happy, sad, or neutral) at the time they completed the experiment. Overall 
scores on the mood-adjective checklist were computed by reverse coding 
responses for sad, gloomy, blue, and apprehensive and adding the reverse coded 
items to the rest of the items on the list (i.e. good, happy, calm, and inspired); 
overall scores could range from 8 to 56 with higher scores indicating a more 
positive mood.  Actual scores on the inventory ranged from 31 to 56.  
Overall scores of the three groups were compared to determine whether 
there was a significant difference in mean score by condition. Participants in the 
happy condition (n=29) had a mean score of 42.79 (SD=6.10), participants in the 
neutral condition (n=28) had a mean score of 43.14 (SD=5.55) and participants in 
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the sad condition (n=21) had a mean score of 41.90 (SD=6.15). Although the 
trend was in the hypothesized direction (i.e. the sad group had a lower rating than 
the neutral and happy groups), there was not a statistically significant difference 
between the overall scores of the three groups as was determined by a one-way 
analysis of variance (ANOVA), F (2, 75) = .271, p=.763.  
To determine whether there was a statistically significant difference in the 
mean ratings of overall life satisfaction based on condition (Hypothesis I), the 
mean scores for both of the life satisfaction items (happiness and satisfaction with 
life as a whole) were compared between groups. In regard to happiness with life 
as a whole, participants provided ratings on a 7-point scale ranging from “very 
unhappy” to “very happy” with a rating of 4 indicating neutrality. The happy 
group (n=29) had a mean rating of 5.76 (SD=1.02), the neutral group (n=28) had a 
rating of 5.36 (SD = 1.19), and the sad group (n=21) had a mean rating of 5.67 
(SD=.730). A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the mean scores of 
the three groups; it was determined that there was not a statistically significant 
difference in the mean ratings of happiness with life as a whole (F (2, 75) = 1.18, 
p=.313).  
Similarly, there was no statistically significant difference in mean ratings 
of satisfaction with life as a whole (F (2, 75) = .162, p =.851. Life satisfaction was 
evaluated along a 7-point scale ranging from “very unsatisfied” to “very satisfied” 
with a rating of 4 indicating neutrality. Participants in the happy group (n=29) had 
a mean life satisfaction rating of 5.38 (SD = 1.18) while participants in the neutral 
group (n=28) had a mean rating of 5.54 (SD = .999) and participants in the sad 
24 
group (n=21) had a mean rating of 5.38 (SD = 1.32).  
In order to assess differences in the ratings of specific items in the 
attribute evaluation measure (Hypothesis II), the mean rating for each of the 23 
items was compared between groups. Table 1, on the following page, presents the 
mean rating for each item for the happy (n=29), neutral (n=28), and sad (n=21) 
conditions. One-way ANOVAs revealed no statistically significant differences in 
ratings between groups though one item, “A conversion rate of $2 for 1 Euro”, 
had a marginally significant difference (p=.053); the sad group rated this item 
higher than the neutral and happy groups. It is possible that this finding can be 
explained by chance given the large number of analyses being conducted; in 
adjusting the significance level to p<.002 (as opposed to the standard of p<.05) 
based on a Bonferroni correction to rule out the possibility of making a Type I 
error (reporting a difference when one does not actually exists), this result is no 
longer marginally significant.  
The temperature evaluation data were also compared to determine whether 
there were significant differences for the evaluations of specific items based on 
condition (Hypothesis II). Table 2 presents the mean ratings of temperature for 
each group. There were no significant differences in ratings of individual 
temperatures by condition. 
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Table 1. Study 1 Attribute Evaluations by Condition 
ITEM* 
Happy        
(n=29) 
Neutral        
(n=28) 
Sad          
(n=21) ANOVA 
(F(2,76)) 
SIG. 
(p) MEAN SD MEAN SD MEAN SD 
25 min. 2.14 .789 2.18 .945 2.10 .768 .059 .943 
$200 cell phone 1.41 .628 1.21 .499 1.38 .590 .960 .388 
$100 bet 1.86 .833 1.57 .742 1.81 .873 1.01 .371 
300 calories 2.93 .998 2.68 1.09 2.86 .727 .503 .607 
10 MPG 2.66 1.74 2.00 1.36 2.76 1.45 1.90 .157 
$10 ticket 3.31 1.29 3.32 .945 3.29 1.15 .006 .994 
5,000 songs 5.66 .974 5.57 1.23 5.33 1.32 .481 .620 
$2 for Euro 3.14 1.36 3.18 1.39 4.10 1.76 3.06 .053 
15 min. late 1.28 .649 1.14 .356 1.52 1.17 1.55 .218 
Penny 4.17 .805 4.14 .891 4.48 .814 1.11 .334 
Even taxes 4.52 1.43 4.54 1.69 4.71 1.49 .115 .892 
1 degree change 4.07 .371 4.04 .331 4.14 .478 .463 .631 
2 cent decrease 4.83 .759 4.68 .863 4.90 .889 .478 .622 
1 additional min. 3.97 .626 3.93 .262 3.81 .814 .448 .641 
250 less calories  5.93 .884 6.04 1.04 5.81 .873 .349 .706 
Found $50 6.41 .780 6.75 .518 6.62 .498 2.10 .130 
50% off  6.62 .622 6.43 .690 6.19 .814 2.29 .108 
10 extra points 6.76 .511 6.64 .621 6.62 .498 .489 .615 
50 inch TV 5.24 .951 5.81 1.08 5.14 1.28 .381 .685 
2800 sq. ft 5.38 1.29 5.68 1.34 5.43 1.50 1.03 .363 
2 weeks vacation 6.7 .528 6.71 .600 6.90 .301 .304 .739 
5 min. early 5.31 1.04 5.11 1.07 5.29 1.06 1.88 .160 
5% interest  3.69 1.23 3.64 1.42 300 1.41 2.84 .065 
*Complete item names can be found in Appendix A 
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Table 2. Temperature Evaluations by Condition 
ITEM* 
Happy        
(n=29) 
Neutral        
(n=28) 
Sad          
(n=21) ANOVA 
(F(2,76)) 
SIG. 
(p) MEAN SD MEAN SD MEAN SD 
21 degrees 2.55 1.02 2.29 1.12 2.38 1.12 .441 .645 
28 degrees 2.97 1.02 2.57 1.35 2.52 1.12 1.15 .323 
34 degrees 3.95 1.05 3.04 1.14 3.29 .956 2.19 .119 
39 degrees 4.00 1.07 3.61 1.10 3.57 .926 1.40 .253 
43 degrees 4.28 .922 4.25 .887 3.90 .768 1.31 .277 
46 degrees 4.52 1.09 4.07 .979 4.41 .727 1.72 .185 
48 degrees  4.55 1.06 4.21 .995 4.10 .995 1.41 .251 
50 degrees 4.97 1.02 4.68 .863 4.38 1.16 2.07 .134 
53 degrees 5.14 1.25 4.71 .937 4.71 1.42 1.14 .325 
57 degrees 5.21 1.35 5.29 1.12 4.76 4.38 1.13 .329 
62 degrees 5.59 1.38 5.39 1.32 5.05 1.66 .861 .427 
68 degrees 5.21 7.76 5.39 1.79 5.19 2.04 .098 .907 
75 degrees 5.48 2.21 5.50 2.15 5.48 2.16 .001 .999 
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In order to test Hypothesis III, the differences between evaluations of 
temperature based on the end of the scale (below or above the mean) were 
compared. Table 3 presents the mean differences on each end of the scale for each 
condition. One-way ANOVAs revealed that there was no significant difference in 
mean differences on each end of the scale based on condition. A 3x2 (condition 
by end of scale) mixed analysis of variance (ANOVA) revealed a significant main 
effect of end of scale (F (1, 75) =4.506, p=.037) but no main effect of condition 
(F (2, 75) =.076, p=.927) and no condition by end of scale interaction effect (F (2, 
75) =.434, p=.650).  
The overall mean difference between items on the low end of the scale 
(mean= .313, n=78) was significantly larger than the overall mean difference 
between items on the high end of the scale (mean =.200, n=78).  There was no 
statistically significant difference in the differences between items evaluated by 
participants in a happy (mean=.244, n= 29), sad (mean=.258, n=21) or neutral 
(mean=.268, n= 28) mood.  
 
Table 3. Temperature Differences by Condition 
ITEM 
Happy        
(n=29) 
Neutral        
(n=28) 
Sad          
(n=21) ANOVA 
(F1,76)) 
SIG. 
(p) MEAN SD MEAN SD MEAN SD 
Low end .333 .223 .321 .222 .286 .285 .249 .780 
High end .155 .411 .214 .405 .230 .359 .263 .770 
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Supplemental Analyses 
The following supplemental analyses were conducted to test mean 
differences between groups based on respondents’ self-reported moods, as 
determined by the mood adjective checklist. These analyses were not included as 
part of the proposal for this study but were included based on the findings above 
which suggested that the musical mood manipulation was ineffective at producing 
the desired mood in participants. For the first set of supplemental analyses 
participants were divided into two groups based on the median rating on the mood 
adjective checklist for all participants (median = 43); participants with a score 
equal to or greater than 43 were considered “more happy” while those with scores 
below 43 were considered “less happy” for the purpose of these analyses.  
In order to determine whether there was a statistically significant 
difference in the mean ratings of overall life satisfaction based on group 
(Hypothesis I), the mean scores for both of the life satisfaction items (happiness 
and satisfaction with life as a whole) were compared between groups. The more 
happy group (n=37) had a mean rating of 5.97 (SD=.687) and the less happy 
group (n=41) had a mean rating of 5.24 (SD=1.16). A one-way ANOVA showed 
a statistically significant difference in the mean ratings of happiness with life as a 
whole (F (1, 76) = 11.14, p=.001), which supports Hypothesis I.  
Similarly, there was a statistically significant difference in mean ratings of 
satisfaction with life as a whole (F (1, 76) = 8.24, p =.005). Participants in the 
more happy group (n=37) were more satisfied with their lives (mean=5.81, SD = 
.995) than participants in the less happy group (n=41, mean=5.10, SD = 1.18).  
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Next, comparisons were conducted to determine whether there were 
significant differences in specific item evaluations based on group (Hypothesis 
II). Table 4 presents the mean ratings of each attribute by group. ANOVAs 
revealed significant differences for the following attributes: $200 cell phone bill, a 
car that gets 10 miles per gallon, receiving 10 extra credit points on an exam, a 
flight that arrives 5 minutes early, and a 2 cent decrease in gas price while there 
was a marginally significant difference for finding $50 on the sidewalk. For items 
on the low end of the scale (i.e. $200 cell phone bill and 10 miles per gallon), 
ratings were higher for the less happy group, which is consistent with the 
prediction made for Hypothesis II. Contrary to Hypothesis II, the less happy 
group rated the items on the high end of the scale (i.e. 10 extra credit points and 
arriving 5 minutes early) lower than the more happy group.  Once again, in 
considering the large number of attributes being evaluated, a Bonferroni 
correction was conducted to reduce the likelihood of reaching statistical 
significance at p<.05 by chance; based on this correction, none of the differences 
were significant at p<.002.  
The temperature evaluations were also compared to determine whether 
there were significant differences in ratings of specific attributes by group 
(Hypothesis II). Table 6 presents the means for each temperature by group. 
ANOVAs revealed no statistically significant differences between the two groups 
for any of the individual temperature ratings.   
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Table 4. Study 1 Attribute Evaluations by Group 
ITEM** 
More Happy        
(n=37) 
Less Happy        
(n=41) ANOVA 
(F(1,76)) 
SIG. 
(p) MEAN SD MEAN SD 
25 min. 2.00 .882 2.27 .775 2.04 .157 
$200 cell phone 1.16 .442 1.49 .637 6.74 .011* 
$100 bet 1.81 .908 1.68 .722 .478 .491 
300 calories 2.73 .902 2.90 1.02 .622 .433 
10 MPG 2.08 1.36 2.78 1.65 4.11 .046* 
$10 ticket 3.27 1.19 3.34 1.06 .078 .781 
5,000 songs 5.59 1.26 5.49 1.08 .163 .687 
$2 for Euro 3.35 1.65 3.46 1.12 .104 .748 
15 min. late 1.16 .442 1.41 .948 2.19 .143 
Penny 4.19 .811 4.29 .873 .292 .590 
Even taxes 4.62 1.61 4.54 1.47 .060 .808 
1 degree change 4.03 .164 4.12 .510 1.17 .282 
2 cent decrease 5.03 .866 4.59 .741 5.89 .018* 
1 additional min. 3.95 .575 3.88 .600 .259 .612 
250 less calories  5.89 .994 5.98 .880 .156 .694 
Found $50 6.73 .508 6.46 .711 3.56 .063 
50% off  6.54 .730 6.34 .693 1.53 .221 
10 extra points 6.81 .462 6.56 .594 4.24 .043* 
50 inch TV 5.50 1.23 5.34 1.02 .384 .538 
2800 sq. ft 5.27 1.48 5.71 1.21 2.05 .156 
2 weeks vacation 6.81 .462 6.73 .549 .469 .496 
5 min. early 5.57 1.09 4.93 .905 7.99 .006* 
5% interest  3.65 1.25 3.34 1.46 .985 .324 
*Significant at p<.05 but not Bonferroni adjusted value of p<.002 
**Complete item names can be found in Appendix A 
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Table 5. Temperature Evaluations by Group 
ITEM 
More Happy        
(n=36) 
Less Happy       
(n=41) ANOVA 
(F(1,76)) 
SIG. 
(p) MEAN SD MEAN SD 
21 degrees 2.30 .878 2.51 1.23 .776 .381 
28 degrees 2.59 .956 2.80 1.35 .620 .433 
34 degrees 3.32 .973 3.65 1.06 .001 .977 
39 degrees 3.65 1.06 3.85 1.04 .949 .333 
43 degrees 4.03 .799 4.29 .929 1.82 .182 
46 degrees 4.14 .855 4.37 1.07 1.10 .299 
48 degrees  4.27 1.05 4.34 1.02 .093 .761 
50 degrees 4.76 .983 4.66 1.06 .178 .674 
53 degrees 4.86 1.08 4.88 1.31 .002 .962 
57 degrees 5.19 1.27 5.05 1.30 .232 .631 
62 degrees 5.32 1.33 5.41 1.53 .076 .783 
68 degrees 5.16 1.95 5.37 1.73 .239 .626 
75 degrees 5.41 2.18 5.56 2.15 .101 .752 
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Comparisons of the differences between temperatures at the high and low 
ends of the scale were also conducted (Hypothesis III). Table 6 presents the mean 
differences by end of scale for each group; once again, one-way ANOVAs 
revealed no statistically significant differences between the groups. A 2x2 (mood 
by end of scale) ANOVA revealed a significant main effect of end of scale (F (1, 
76) =5.190, p=.026) but no main effect of mood (F (1, 76) = .009, p=.924) and no 
mood by end of scale interaction effect (F (1, 76) =.129, p=.721).  
The overall mean difference between items on the low end of the scale 
(mean= .317, n=78) was significantly larger than the overall mean difference 
between items on the high end of the scale (mean =.196, n=78).  There was not a 
statistically significant difference in the differences between items evaluated by 
participants in a more happy mood (mean=.259, n=74) or less happy mood 
(mean=.254, n=82).  
Table 6. Temperature Differences by Group 
ITEM 
More Happy       
(n=37) 
Less Happy    
(n=41) ANOVA 
(F(1,76)) 
SIG. 
(p) MEAN SD MEAN SD 
Low end .329 .220 .305 .255 .195 .660 
High end .189 .381 .203 .406 .025 .875 
 
An additional set of supplemental analyses was conducted using the 
extremes of mood as reported on the mood adjective checklist. Participants for 
this set of analyses were divided into two groups based on the upper and lower 
quartiles of scores on the mood adjective checklist for all participants. Participants 
in the lower quartile had scores lower than 39 (n=21, mean=35, SD=2.55) while 
33 
those in the upper quartile had scores greater than 48 (n=20, mean=49.7, SD 
=2.23). Participants with a score equal to or less than 39 were considered “least 
happy” while those with scores greater than or equal to 48 were considered “most 
happy” for the purpose of these analyses.  
In order to determine whether there was a statistically significant 
difference in the mean ratings of overall life satisfaction based on group 
(Hypothesis I), the mean scores for both of the life satisfaction items (happiness 
and satisfaction with life as a whole) were compared between groups. The top 
quartile group (n=20) had a mean rating of 6.15 (SD=.813) and the bottom 
quartile group (n=21) had a mean rating of 4.81 (SD=1.33). A one-way ANOVA 
showed a statistically significant difference in the mean ratings of happiness with 
life as a whole (F (1, 39) = 15.02, p=.000), which supports Hypothesis I.  
Similarly, there was a statistically significant difference in mean ratings of 
satisfaction with life as a whole (F (1, 39) = 20.74, p =.000). Participants in the 
top quartile (n=20) were more satisfied with their lives (mean= 6.20, SD = .894) 
than participants in the bottom quartile (n=21, mean=4.62, SD = 1.28).  
Next, comparisons were conducted to determine whether there were 
significant differences in specific item evaluations based on group (Hypothesis 
II). Table 7 presents the mean ratings of each attribute by group. ANOVAs 
revealed significant differences for one attribute, a flight that arrives 5 minutes 
early, while there was a marginally significant difference for a $200 cell phone 
bill and a car that gets 10 mpg. For items on the low end of the scale (i.e. $200 
cell phone bill and 10 miles per gallon), ratings were higher for the bottom 
34 
quartile group, which is consistent with the prediction made for Hypothesis II. 
Contrary to Hypothesis II, however, the least happy group rated the items on the 
high end of the scale (i.e. 10 extra credit points and arriving 5 minutes early) 
lower than the top quartile group.  Once again, in considering the large number of 
attributes being evaluated, a Bonferroni correction was conducted to reduce the 
likelihood of reaching statistical significance at p<.05 by chance; based on this 
correction, none of the differences were significant at p<.002.  
The temperature evaluations were also compared to determine whether 
there were significant differences in specific attributes (Hypothesis II). Table 8 
presents the means for each temperature by group. ANOVAs revealed a 
statistically significant differences between the two groups for the temperature of 
68 degrees though this difference was not significant at the Bonferroni adjusted 
level of p<.004. None of the other temperature ratings were significant though 
most were in the hypothesized direction.   
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Table 7. Study 1 Attribute Evaluations by Quartile 
ITEM** 
Top Quartile        
(n=20) 
Bottom Quartile        
(n=21) ANOVA 
(F(1,39)) 
SIG. 
(p) MEAN SD MEAN SD 
25 min. 1.85 .933 2.14 .793 1.18 .285 
$200 cell phone 1.20 .523 1.57 .676 3.84 .057 
$100 bet 1.60 .995 1.67 .658 .065 .801 
300 calories 2.65 .933 2.86 .910 .518 .476 
10 MPG 2.10 1.45 3.05 1.72 3.63 .064 
$10 ticket 3.25 1.29 2.43 1.21 .209 .650 
5,000 songs 5.65 1.35 5.52 1.08 .110 .742 
$2 for Euro 3.50 1.85 3.52 1.60 .002 .965 
15 min. late 1.15 .489 1.24 .539 .299 .587 
Penny 4.10 .912 4.10 .831 .000 .986 
Even taxes 4.20 1.61 4.38 1.50 .139 .711 
1 degree change 4.00 .000 4.24 .625 2.90 .097 
2 cent decrease 5.10 .852 4.62 .805 3.45 .071 
1 additional min. 3.90 .447 3.76 .700 .560 .459 
250 less calories  5.95 .999 5.86 .910 .097 .757 
Found $50 6.60 .598 6.38 .740 1.08 .305 
50% off  6.55 .759 6.38 .669 .574 .453 
10 extra points 6.80 .410 6.62 .590 1.29 .263 
50 inch TV 5.58 1.35 5.19 .928 1.15 .291 
2800 sq. ft 5.35 1.63 5.62 1.28 .346 .560 
2 weeks vacation 6.85 .489 6.67 .658 1.02 .320 
5 min. early 5.90 1.21 4.90 .889 9.07 .005* 
5% interest  3.65 1.14 2.95 1.43 2.97 .093 
*Significant at p<.05 but not Bonferroni adjusted value of p<.002 
**Complete item names can be found in Appendix A 
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Table 8. Temperature Evaluations by Quartile 
ITEM 
Top Quartile        
(n=20) 
Bottom Quartile        
(n=21) ANOVA 
(F(1,39)) 
SIG. 
(p) MEAN SD MEAN SD 
21 degrees 2.30 1.03 2.43 1.12 .146 .705 
28 degrees 2.70 1.13 2.62 1.02 .058 .811 
34 degrees 3.30 1.26 3.24 .944 .032 .859 
39 degrees 3.60 1.23 3.67 .913 .625 .434 
43 degrees 3.80 .834 4.24 1.04 2.19 .147 
46 degrees 4.10 1.07 4.57 1.25 1.68 .203 
48 degrees  4.15 1.09 4.38 1.16 .430 .516 
50 degrees 4.55 .945 4.81 1.08 .670 .418 
53 degrees 4.80 1.11 5.14 1.35 .786 .381 
57 degrees 4.90 1.29 5.14 1.39 .335 .566 
62 degrees 5.00 1.45 5.57 1.43 1.61 .212 
68 degrees 4.50 2.12 5.71 1.59 4.35 .044* 
75 degrees 4.95 2.40 5.90 1.81 2.08 .157 
*Significant at p<.05 but not Bonferroni adjusted value of p<.004 
 
Comparisons of the differences between temperatures at the high and low 
ends of the scale were also conducted (Hypothesis III). Table 9 presents the mean 
differences by end of scale for each group; once again, one-way ANOVAs 
revealed no statistically significant differences between the groups. A 2x2 (mood 
by end of scale) ANOVA revealed no significant main effect of end of scale (F (1, 
39) =2.97, p=.093), no main effect of mood (F (1, 39) = .892, p=.351) and no 
mood by end of scale interaction effect (F (1, 39) =.525, p=.473).  
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The overall mean difference between items on the low end of the scale 
(mean= .317, n=21) was not significantly larger than the overall mean difference 
between items on the high end of the scale (mean =.194, n=20).  There was not a 
statistically significant difference in the differences between items evaluated by 
participants in bottom quartile (mean=.290, n=21) or top quartile (mean=.221, 
n=20).  
Table 9. Temperature Differences by Quartile 
ITEM 
Top Quartile        
(n=20) 
Bottom Quartile        
(n=21) ANOVA 
(F(1,39)) 
SIG. 
(p) MEAN SD MEAN SD 
Low end .308 .237 .325 .255 .049 .826 
High end .133 .431 .254 .348 .976 .329 
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CHAPTER IV 
DISCUSSION (STUDY 1) 
Overall, the original results from Study 1 do not support any of the 
hypothesis specified for this study (Hypotheses I, II and III). There were no 
statistically significant differences in life evaluations, attribute evaluations, or 
temperature evaluations based on lab-induced mood as determined by participant 
condition. The lack of significant findings in this study may relate to an 
ineffective mood manipulation rather than a true lack of an effect of mood on 
evaluations. It is difficult to assess differences between conditions since there was 
no significant difference in the moods of participants across conditions; all 
participants were essentially in a positive mood at the time of the study.  
The data revealed that there were a large number of participants whose 
mood adjective checklist scores did not match their intended mood in the neutral 
and sad conditions. While the initial intent was to exclude participants whose 
mood did not match their condition prior to data analysis, it was determined that 
doing so would not be practical due to the large number of participants for whom 
the mood induction did not have the intended effect. The proposed analyses were 
conducted with these participants included despite the observation that the mood 
manipulation ultimately was ineffective at priming the intended mood. In order to 
account for the difficulties in comparing participants based on condition, post hoc 
analyses were conducted that relied on participants’ self reported moods as 
determined by the mood adjective checklist responses (i.e. less happy and more 
happy).  
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The results of the supplemental analyses were in support of Hypotheses I 
and II. Generally, students with happier moods scored significantly higher on the 
life happiness and satisfaction items, which supports Hypothesis I. In addition, the 
students with less happy mood had significantly higher mean ratings of several of 
the attribute evaluations, particularly those at the low end of the scale, and at least 
one of the temperature evaluations, which partially support Hypothesis II. These 
results failed to reach statistical significance at Bonferroni corrected levels 
thought many of the trends were in the hypothesized direction. There were not 
significant differences between mood-congruent items on the temperature scale, 
however.  
Future research should be conducted to further examine the effects found 
by the post hoc analyses. These findings suggest support for the hypotheses 
outlined for this study by relying on individual differences in mood rather than 
group differences based on lab-induced mood. The current findings are limited by 
a lack of control since participants’ self-reported moods were determined after the 
study was complete and it is difficult to determine any potentially confounding 
factors (such as any potential effects of the mood induction or the study itself) that 
may have resulted in a change to participant mood. In the future, participants’ 
moods should be assessed prior to data collection and more effort should be made 
to include participants with truly sad/negative moods rather than those who are 
simply less happy by comparison. By capturing individual differences in mood 
more effectively and including participants with more negative moods, it may be 
possible to find more clear-cut effects of mood on attribute evaluations.  
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CHAPTER V 
RATIONALE AND HYPOTHESES (STUDY 2) 
 
Study 2 explored the influence of induced positive or negative mood on 
the difference between items that represent rewards or punishments. Previous 
research has shown that depressed individuals exhibit a decreased sensitivity to 
reward (Foti & Hajcak, 2009; Henriques & Davidson, 2000; Henriques, 
Glowacki, & Davidson, 1994). Forbes, Shaw, and Dahl (2007) reported that 
participants with depression failed to distinguish between reward options when 
given a choice to select a high-magnitude or low-magnitude monetary reward. 
This finding may be attributable to a perception of smaller differences between 
items on a positive (non-mood congruent) end of a reward-punishment scale (see 
Stewart, Chater, & Gordon, 2006, for a range-frequency theory account of gains 
and losses, rewards and punishments). 
It was expected that differences between items on the positive end of a 
reward-punishment scale would be smaller than differences on the negative end of 
the scale. This would indicate that sad participants perceive gains/rewards as 
smaller than losses (e.g. the difference between winning $5 and winning $10 is 
perceived as smaller than the difference between losing $5 and losing $10). The 
tendency for participants in a sad mood to perceive smaller differences between 
gains/rewards may explain why people diagnosed with depression have a reduced 
sensitivity to gains.  
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CHAPTER VI 
 
METHOD (STUDY 2) 
 
Research Participants. Participants for this study were 75 individuals recruited 
through the Introductory Psychology Subject Pool at an urban midwestern 
university. Participation was voluntary and participants received course credit for 
completing the study. 
Materials. The mood induction procedure, mood adjective checklist, and 
demographic questionnaire for this Study were the same as those used in Study 1 
(Appendices A, C, and E). In this Study, the evaluation packet (Appendix D) 
consisted of 13 monetary amounts and participants were asked to rate how good 
or bad each amount seemed based on the context that they were playing a card 
game and each amount represented an amount of money they had won (positive 
amounts) or lost (negative amounts). The items included in the evaluation packet 
fell in a normal distribution around a neutral amount of $0.  
Procedure. Participants were randomly assigned to a happy, sad, or neutral mood 
condition. To begin, participants were informed that they would start by listening 
to several musical pieces and to pay close attention since they would be asked 
about it later in the study (Pignatiello, Camp, & Rasar, 1986). The experimenter 
then played a randomly selected song that corresponded to the participant’s 
randomized mood condition (happy, sad, or neutral; Study 1).  
Next, the experimenter informed participants that the second study would 
relate to their perception of several stimuli. Participants then received the 
evaluation packed and were asked to fill it out as completely and honestly as 
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possible. Once participants’ responses were collected, they received the mood 
adjective checklist. Upon completion of the experiment, participants completed 
the demographic questionnaire, which assessed for true knowledge of the 
experiment after which they were thanked and debriefed before being released.  
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CHAPTER VII 
 
RESULTS (STUDY 2) 
 
Seventy-five individuals participated in Study 2. There were 27 
participants in the happy condition, 27 in the neutral condition, and 21 in the sad 
condition. Four percent of the participants reported having prior knowledge of the 
study though none correctly reported the intent of the study; all reported that they 
guessed what the study was about. Participants were mostly white (56%) females 
(72%) between the ages of 18 and 21 (77%). Analyses revealed no significant 
differences in the demographic make-up (ethnicity, gender, or age) of the three 
groups. 
 Prior to data analysis, participants’ mood adjective checklist responses 
were analyzed to determine whether participants were experiencing the desired 
mood (happy, sad, or neutral) at the time they completed the experiment. Overall 
scores on the mood-adjective checklist were computed by reverse coding 
responses for sad, gloomy, blue, and apprehensive and adding the reverse coded 
items to the rest of the items on the list (i.e. good, happy, calm, and inspired); 
overall scores could range from 8 to 56 with higher scores indicating a more 
positive mood.  Actual scores on the inventory ranged from 15 to 56. The 
participant with the score of 15 was excluded from the final analysis since his/her 
score was considered an outlier (more than 3 standard deviations below the 
mean). The average overall score was 41.51 (SD = 7.07, n=74) 
Overall scores were compared between the three groups to determine 
whether there was a significant difference in scores by condition. Participants in 
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the happy condition (n=27) had a mean score of 39.78 (SD=7.90), participants in 
the neutral condition (n=27) had a mean score of 40.85 (SD=6.34) and 
participants in the sad condition (n=20) had a mean score of 44.75 (SD=5.98). A 
one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), revealed a statistically significant 
difference between the three groups, F (2, 71) = 3.21, p=.046. A post-hoc Least 
Squares Difference (LSD) analysis indicated a significant difference between the 
happy and sad groups (p=.017) and a marginally significant difference between 
the neutral and sad groups (p=.058) but no significant difference between the 
happy and neutral groups (p=.567). 
To determine whether there was a statistically significant difference in 
participants’ mean ratings of specific gains and losses based on condition 
(Hypothesis II), the mean scores for the 13 gain/loss items were compared 
between groups. Table 2 presents the mean rating for each item for the happy 
(n=27), neutral (n=27), and sad (n=20) conditions. One-way ANOVAs revealed 
no statistically significant differences in ratings between groups.  
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Table 10. Gain/Loss Evaluations by Condition 
ITEM 
Happy        
(n=27) 
Neutral        
(n=27) 
Sad          
(n=20) ANOV
A 
(F(2,71)) 
SIG. 
(p) MEAN SD MEAN SD MEAN SD 
$500 Loss 1.11 .424 1.41 .747 1.30 .733 1.46 .239 
$200 Loss 1.35 .745 1.33 .734 1.30 .801 .022 .987 
$100 Loss 1.48 .643 1.67 .679 1.45 .605 .822 .444 
$50 Loss 2.19 .801 2.22 1.12 1.85 .875 1.03 .361 
$20 Loss 2.63 .926 2.48 .849 2.70 .979 .360 .699 
$5 Loss 3.30 .724 3.33 1.04 3.05 1.43 .459 .634 
$0 (even) 4.15 .989 4.19 1.00 4.30 1.13 .130 .878 
$5 Gain 4.48 .935 4.59 1.19 4.75 1.12 .354 .703 
$20 Gain 5.22 .801 5.22 1.05 5.25 1.16 .006 .994 
$50 Gain 5.70 .823 5.46 1.21 5.70 .923 .483 .619 
$100 Gain 6.22 .751 5.85 1.29 6.05 .999 .855 .430 
$200 Gain 6.52 .700 6.56 .641 6.30 .865 .792 .457 
$500 Gain 6.67 1.18 6.85 .362 6.70 .571 .400 .672 
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To test Hypothesis III, the differences between gains/losses based on the 
end of the scale (below or above 0) were compared. Table 8 presents the mean 
differences on each end of the scale for each condition. Again, one-way ANOVAs 
revealed no significant differences based on condition. A 3x2 (condition by end of 
scale) mixed analysis of variance revealed a marginally significant main effects 
for end of scale (F (1, 72) =3.756, p=.057) but no main effect for condition (F (1, 
72) = .951, p=.391) and no end of scale by condition interaction effect (F (2, 72) 
=.685, p=.507).  
The overall mean difference between items on the low end of the scale 
(mean= .494, n=75) was larger than the overall mean difference between items on 
the high end of the scale (mean =.404, n=75).  There was no statistically 
significant difference in the differences between items evaluated by participants in 
a happy (mean=.469, n= 27), sad (mean=.425, n=21) or neutral (mean=.454, n= 
27) mood. 
 
Table 11. Gain/Loss Differences by Condition 
ITEM 
Happy        
(n=27) 
Neutral        
(n=27) 
Sad          
(n=20) ANOVA 
(F(2,71)) 
SIG. 
(p) MEAN SD MEAN SD MEAN SD 
High end .420 .251 .444 .160 .349 .307 .965 .386 
Low end .519 .182 .463 .218 .500 .242 .473 .625 
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Supplemental Analyses 
 
As with Study 1, supplemental analyses were conducted to test mean 
differences between groups based on respondents’ self-reported moods, as 
determined by the mood adjective checklist. For the first of these analyses, 
participants were divided into the “more happy” and “less happy” groups based 
on a median score of 42. Again, the data for Study 2 suggest that the musical 
mood manipulation was ineffective at producing the desired mood in participants. 
Table 9 presents a comparison of individual attributes by group (Hypothesis II). 
ANOVAs revealed a statistically significant difference in ratings for the $5 loss 
though none of the other differences were significant. This finding lends some 
support to Hypothesis II though when applying a Bonferroni correction, to rule 
out the possibility of making a Type I error when conducting analyses on the 13 
items, the effect is no longer significant at the corrected significance level of 
p<.003.  
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Table 12. Gain/Loss Evaluations by Group 
ITEM 
More Happy    
(n=42) 
Less Happy     
(n=33) ANOVA 
(F(1,73)) 
SIG. 
(p) MEAN SD MEAN SD 
$500 Loss 1.29 .636 1.33 .816 .081 .777 
$200 Loss 1.37 .799 1.39 .933 .019 .889 
$100 Loss 1.60 .665 1.58 .867 .012 .913 
$50 Loss 1.98 .780 2.41 1.29 3.15 .080 
$20 Loss 2.52 .833 2.82 1.24 1.51 .223 
$5 Loss 3.02 .897 3.64 1.32 5.71 .019* 
$0 (even) 4.26 1.15 4.21 .960 .040 .842 
$5 Gain 4.71 1.02 4.52 1.20 .602 .440 
$20 Gain 5.26 1.04 5.21 .927 .047 .830 
$50 Gain 5.67 .874 5.56 1.13 .199 .657 
$100 Gain 6.02 1.14 6.00 .968 .009 .924 
$200 Gain 6.40 .798 6.48 .755 .195 .660 
$500 Gain 6.79 .470 6.58 1.25 1.006 .319 
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The differences between gains/losses on each end of the scale are 
presented by group in Table 10. One-way ANOVAs revealed no significant 
differences between groups though the trend is in the expected direction (i.e. less 
happy participants had larger mean differences on the low end of the scale while 
more happy participants had larger mean differences on the high end of the scale), 
which lends support to Hypothesis III. A 2x2 (mood by end of scale) ANOVA 
revealed no significant main effects of end of scale (F (1, 73) =3.285, p=.074) or 
mood (F (1, 73) = 1.550, p=.217) and no mood by end of scale interaction effect 
(F (1, 73) =.014, p=.906). 
 The overall mean difference between items on the low end of the scale 
(mean= .491, n=75) was not significantly larger than the overall mean difference 
between items on the high end of the scale (mean =.407, n=75).  There was no 
statistically significant difference in the differences between items evaluated by 
participants in a more happy (mean=.465, n= 42) or less happy (mean=.433, 
n=33) mood. 
Table 13. Gain/Loss Differences by Group 
ITEM 
More Happy    
(n=42) 
Less Happy     
(n=33) ANOVA 
(F(1,73)) 
SIG. 
(p) MEAN SD MEAN SD 
High End .421 .202 .394 .285 .225 .637 
Low End .510 .226 .472 .194 .583 .448 
 
For the second set of supplemental analyses, participants were divided into 
quartiles based on their mood adjective checklist scores and the top and bottom 
quartiles were compared to capture participants with the most extreme happy and 
50 
unhappy moods. The bottom quartile consisted of participants with scores less 
than or equal to 37 while the top quartile was made up of participants whose 
scores were greater than or equal to 47. Participants in the bottom quartile (n=22) 
had a mean score of 31.5 (SD=5.53) while those in the top quartile (n=19) had a 
mean score of 49.63 (SD=1.98).  
Table 9 presents individual attributes by group (Hypothesis II). ANOVAs 
revealed no statistically significant difference in ratings. 
 
Table 14. Gain/Loss Evaluations by Quartile 
ITEM 
Bottom   
Quartile    
(n=22) 
Top  
Quartile     
(n=19) ANOVA (F(1,39)) 
SIG. 
(p) MEAN SD MEAN SD 
$500 Loss 1.41 .959 1.21 .535 .640 .428 
$200 Loss 1.55 1.10 1.39 .850 .244 .624 
$100 Loss 1.55 1.01 1.53 .612 .005 .943 
$50 Loss 2.48 1.50 1.89 .737 2.33 .135 
$20 Loss 2.77 1.45 2.58 .838 .264 .610 
$5 Loss 3.73 1.28 3.05 1.03 3.40 .073 
$0 (even) 4.41 .908 4.26 1.41 .160 .692 
$5 Gain 4.55 1.37 4.95 1.13 1.03 .317 
$20 Gain 5.36 .953 5.47 1.12 .115 .736 
$50 Gain 5.64 1.29 5.79 .918 .185 .669 
$100 Gain 6.00 1.02 6.21 .855 .501 .483 
$200 Gain 6.50 .802 6.63 .684 .314 .578 
$500 Gain 6.41 1.50 6.74 .562 .806 .375 
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Comparisons of the differences between gains/losses on each end of the 
scale are presented by group in Table 10. One-way ANOVAs revealed no 
significant differences between groups. A 2x2 (mood by end of scale) ANOVA 
revealed a significant main effect of end of scale (F (1, 39) =4.149, p=.048) but 
no main effect of mood (F (1, 39) = 2.257, p=.141) and no mood by end of scale 
interaction effect (F (1, 39) =.041, p=.840). 
 The overall mean difference between items on the low end of the scale 
(mean= .514, n=22) was significantly larger than the overall mean difference 
between items on the high end of the scale (mean =.373, n=19).  There was no 
statistically significant difference in the differences between items evaluated by 
participants in the bottom quartile (mean=.411, n= 22) or top quartile (mean=.476, 
n=19) mood. 
Table 15. Gain/Loss Differences by Quartile 
ITEM 
Bottom 
Quartile    
(n=22) 
Top        
Quartile     
(n=19) ANOVA (F(1,39)) 
SIG. 
(p) MEAN SD MEAN SD 
High End .333 .321 .412 .251 .511 .479 
Low End .489 .193 .540 .261 .751 .391 
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CHAPTER VIII 
DISCUSSION (STUDY 2) 
 
Overall, the original results from Study 2 do not support any of the 
hypotheses specified for this study (Hypotheses II and III). It was determined that 
there were no significant differences in gain/loss evaluations based on condition. 
As with Study 1, it is difficult to assess differences in evaluations based on mood 
in this study since there was no significant difference in the moods of participants 
across conditions; it actually appears that participants in the sad condition were in 
a better mood at the time of the study than those in the happy or neutral 
conditions.  
Again, as with Study 1, the lack of significant findings in this study may 
be due to the apparent ineffectiveness of the mood manipulation. To explore this 
possibility, supplemental analyses exploring the influence of participants’ self-
reported moods (as determined by the mood adjective checklist) rather than their 
assigned condition was conducted. Comparative analyses suggest that the 
differences based on self-reported mood are worthy of further investigation. 
Participants with less positive moods had higher mean ratings of several monetary 
values framed as losses though only one difference reached statistical significance 
($5 loss; F (1,74) = 5.71, p = .019) though not at the Bonferroni corrected level of 
p<.002; these findings partially support Hypothesis II. The trend for the 
comparison of differences at either end of the scale was also somewhat consistent 
with the hypothesized findings. Less happy participants had larger differences 
between items on the mood-congruent end of the scale (low end) and more happy 
participants had larger differences between items on the high end of the scale 
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though the results failed to reach statistical significance.  
Future research should be conducted to further examine the effects found 
by the supplemental analyses, which rely on individual differences in mood rather 
than group differences based on lab-induced mood. The main limitation of the 
current findings is the same as Study 1; there is an inherent lack of experimental 
control with the current findings since participants’ self-reported moods were 
determined after the study was complete. In the future, participants’ moods should 
be assessed prior to data collection and more effort should be made to include 
participants with truly sad/negative moods rather than those who are simply less 
happy by comparison. The real-world example in this case of individuals who 
perceive marked differences between gains and losses has focused on participants 
in depressed moods, not those who are simply less happy. By utilizing a clinical 
population or at the very least a population with more pronounced negative 
moods, it may be possible to find more clear-cut effects of mood on attribute 
evaluations such as those that relate to monetary values framed as gains or losses.  
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CHAPTER IX 
 
RATIONALE AND HYPOTHESES (STUDY 3) 
 
Study 3 explored the influence of moods on the evaluations of particular 
items made outside of the laboratory setting to test the effects of a more natural 
form of mood induction. This study used a procedure similar to Schwarz & Clore 
(1983) whereby mood is associated with weather. Happy and sad moods have 
been found to relate to sunny and cloudy/rainy days, respectively (Schwarz & 
Clore, 1983; Cunningham, 1979). As such, participants were asked to evaluate 
items on sunny or cloudy/rainy days to determine whether natural (i.e. not lab-
induced) moods would result in the hypothesized effect of mood on evaluations.  
Consistent with previous studies, it was expected that participants would 
report more happy moods on sunny days and more sad moods on cloudy/rainy 
days. In addition, it was hypothesized that participants would evaluate life as a 
whole lower on cloudy/rainy days and higher on sunny days and that participants 
would evaluate specific attributes higher on cloudy/rainy days (sad mood) and 
lower on sunny days (happy mood).  
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CHAPTER X 
 
METHOD (STUDY 3) 
 
Research Participants. Participants for this study were 50 individuals approached 
in several locations on an urban midwestern university campus. Locations 
primarily included the student center, library, coffee shop and academic buildings. 
Participation was voluntary; individuals did not receive compensation.  
Materials. The life satisfaction and attribute evaluation measures for this study 
were identical to those used in Study 1 (Appendix A). The temperature evaluation 
packet was not included in this study to lessen the burden on participants who 
were approached outside of the lab by reducing the amount of time it took them to 
complete the study. The same mood adjective checklist and demographic 
questionnaire were used for this Study as were used in Studies 1 and 2 
(Appendices D and E).  
Procedure. Participants were approached by an undergraduate research assistant in 
a common campus location (e.g. library, student center, coffee shop) on either a 
sunny or cloudy/rainy spring day and asked if they would be willing to participate 
in a study on students’ judgments of life experiences. Participants were told that 
the experiment would take approximately 10 to 15 minutes to complete. Once 
participants verbally consented to take part in the study, they received the life 
satisfaction and attribute evaluation measures. Upon completion, the measures 
were placed in an envelope and participants completed the mood adjective 
checklist. Finally, participants completed the demographic questionnaire, which 
was placed in a separate envelope from the other materials. Once all of the 
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materials were completed, participants were debriefed and thanked for their 
participation. Overall, the process took approximately 15 to 20 minutes to 
complete.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
57 
CHAPTER XI 
 
RESULTS (STUDY 3) 
 
Fifty individuals participated in Study 3; 25 participants in the happy 
condition and 25 in the sad condition. None of the participants reported having 
prior knowledge of the study and none correctly reported the intent of the study. 
The participants were mostly white (74%), female (54%), and between the ages of 
18 and 21 (72%). The two groups differed slightly in their demographic 
composition; the sad group had a non-significantly higher percentage of ethnic 
minority students (i.e. Asian, Black, and Hispanic) and a lower percentage of 
male students as compared to the happy group. In regard to age, the two groups 
differed significantly in that the cloudy group consisted of a higher percentage of 
students older than 22 years (36%) while the sunny group consisted of mostly 
traditional college-age students (18-22 years old; 92%). 
 Prior to data analysis, participants’ mood adjective checklist responses 
were analyzed to determine whether they were experiencing the desired mood 
(happy or sad) at the time they completed the experiment. Overall scores on the 
mood-adjective checklist could range from 8 to 56 with higher scores indicating a 
more positive mood.  Actual scores on the inventory ranged from 22 to 53.  
Overall scores were compared between the groups to determine whether 
there was a significant difference in score by group. Participants in the happy 
condition (n=25) had a mean score of 44.84 (SD=4.78) while participants in the 
sad condition (n=25) had a mean score of 42.20 (SD=7.93). The difference 
between the overall scores was not significant (F (1, 48) = 2.03, p=.161).  
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To determine whether there was a statistically significant difference in the 
mean ratings of overall life satisfaction based on condition (Hypotheses I and IV), 
the mean scores for both of the life satisfaction items (happiness and satisfaction 
with life as a whole) were compared between groups. In regard to happiness with 
life as a whole, participants provided ratings on a7-point scale ranging from “very 
unhappy” to “very happy” with a rating of 4 indicating neutrality. There was a 
marginally statistically significant difference in the mean ratings of happiness 
with life as a whole (F (1, 48) = 3.19, p=. 080). The happy group (n=25) had a 
mean rating of 5.28 (SD=1.40) and the sad group (n=25) had a mean rating of 
5.88 (SD=.927).  
There was a statistically significant difference in mean ratings of 
satisfaction with life as a whole (F (2, 48) = 5.198, p =. 027). Life satisfaction 
was evaluated along a 7-point scale ranging from “very unsatisfied” to “very 
satisfied” with a rating of 4 indicating neutrality. Participants in the happy group 
(n=25) had a mean life satisfaction rating of 5.92 (SD = .909) while participants 
in the sad group (n=25) had a mean rating of 5.20 (SD = 1.29).  
To assess differences in the ratings of specific items in the attribute 
evaluation measure (Hypotheses II and IV), the mean rating for each of the 23 
items was compared between groups (Table 11). One-way ANOVAs revealed no 
statistically significant differences in ratings between groups though many of the 
trends were in the hypothesized directions.  
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Table 16. Study 3 Attribute Evaluations by Condition 
ITEM* 
Happy        
(n=29) 
Sad          
(n=21) ANOVA 
(F(1,26)) 
SIG. 
(p) MEAN SD MEAN SD 
25 min. 2.32 1.03 2.56 1.12 .622 .434 
$200 cell phone 1.32 .557 1.12 .332 2.38 .129 
$100 bet 1.60 .816 1.96 .889 2.24 .142 
300 calories 3.16 1.18 3.24 1.48 .045 .833 
10 MPG 1.92 1.15 2.48 1.71 1.84 .181 
$10 ticket 3.12 1.30 3.12 1.30 .000 1.00 
5,000 songs 5.28 1.28 5.56 1.19 .643 .427 
$2 for Euro 3.12 1.45 3.64 1.44 1.62 .210 
15 min. late 1.36 .569 1.24 .436 .701 .406 
Penny 4.08 1.12 4.20 .764 .197 .659 
Even taxes 4.52 1.36 4.28 1.37 .387 .537 
1 degree change 4.04 .351 4.20 .764 .906 .346 
2 cent decrease 4.92 .812 5.0 1.23 .074 .787 
1 additional min. 3.84 1.08 4.12 1.09 .840 .364 
250 less calories  5.56 1.16 5.84 1.25 .677 .415 
Found $50 6.60 .577 6.72 .542 .574 .452 
50% off  6.32 .690 6.64 .700 2.65 .110 
10 extra points 6.60 .645 6.56 .712 .043 .836 
50 inch TV 5.76 .831 5.96 1.14 .505 .481 
2800 sq. ft 5.64 1.04 5.44 1.39 .335 .566 
2 weeks vacation 6.52 .770 6.80 .707 1.79 .187 
5 min. early 5.16 1.07 5.40 1.16 .582 .449 
5% interest  3.40 1.53 3.76 1.83 .569 .454 
                *Complete item names can be found in Appendix A 
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Supplemental Analysis 
As was done in Studies 1 and 2, a supplemental analysis was conducted to 
test mean differences between groups based on respondents’ self-reported moods, 
as determined by the mood adjective checklist. Participants were divided into two 
groups based on the average rating on the mood adjective checklist (median = 
45); participants with a score equal to or greater than 45 were considered “more 
happy” while those with scores below 45 were considered “less happy”. 
To determine whether there was a statistically significant difference in the 
mean ratings of overall life satisfaction based on condition (Hypotheses I and IV), 
the mean scores for both of the life satisfaction items (happiness and satisfaction 
with life as a whole) were compared between groups. Participants in the less 
happy mood (n = 23) had an overall life happiness rating of 5.0 (SD = 1.28) while 
those in the more happy mood (n=27) had an average rating of 6.07 (SD = .917); 
the difference is statistically significant at F (1, 48) = 11.89, p=. 001. In regard to 
overall life satisfaction, the less happy group had a rating of 5.13 (SD = 1.14) 
while the more happy group had an average rating of 5.93 (SD= 1.07); the 
difference was significant at F (1, 48) = 6.45, p = .014.  
Table 12 presents a comparison of individual attributes by group 
(Hypotheses II and IV). A one-way ANOVA revealed a statistically significant 
difference in the rating of the 50-inch television, both at the standard level of 
p<.05 and the Bonferroni corrected level of p<.002, though none of the other 
differences were significant. Despite the general lack of statistical significance, 
many of the trends were in the hypothesized direction. 
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Table 17. Study 3 Attribute Evaluations by Group 
ITEM* 
More Happy        
(n=27) 
Less Happy          
(n=23) ANOVA 
(F(1,48)) 
SIG. 
(p) MEAN SD MEAN SD 
25 min. 2.22 1.09 2.70 1.02 2.50 .121 
$200 cell phone 1.19 .396 1.26 .541 .325 .571 
$100 bet 1.81 .962 1.74 .752 .094 .761 
300 calories 3.04 1.48 3.39 1.12 .886 .351 
10 MPG 1.93 1.33 2.52 1.59 2.08 .155 
$10 ticket 3.04 1.09 3.22 1.51 .240 .627 
5,000 songs 2.74 1.16 5.04 1.22 4.25 .045 
$2 for Euro 3.37 1.64 3.39 1.23 .003 .960 
15 min. late 1.22 .506 1.39 .499 1.40 .242 
Penny 4.15 1.10 4.13 .757 .004 .948 
Even taxes 4.59 1.53 4.17 1.11 1.19 .281 
1 degree change 4.19 .483 4.04 .706 .703 .406 
2 cent decrease 5.04 1.16 4.87 .869 .324 .572 
1 additional min. 4.19 1.08 3.74 1.05 2.18 .147 
250 less calories  5.89 1.25 5.48 1.12 1.47 .231 
Found $50 6.63 .565 6.70 .559 .171 .681 
50% off  6.59 .694 6.35 .714 1.51 .226 
10 extra points 6.59 .797 6.57 .507 .020 .888 
50 inch TV 6.22 .892 5.43 .945 9.17 .004 
2800 sq. ft 5.59 1.19 5.48 1.28 .108 .744 
2 weeks vacation 6.48 .935 6.87 .344 3.54 .066 
5 min. early 5.37 1.15 5.17 1.07 .386 .537 
5% interest  3.26 1.77 3.96 1.52 2.19 .145 
                *Complete item names can be found in Appendix A 
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A final analysis was conducted comparing the mean scores of participants 
in the top and bottom quartiles on the mood adjective checklist as a means of 
comparing participants based on mood extremes. Participants in the bottom 
quartile (n = 15) had a mean mood adjective checklist score of 41 or lower while 
the top quartile (n = 13) scored a 48 or higher. The bottom quartile participants 
had an overall life happiness rating of 4.60 (SD = 1.24) while those in the top 
quartile had an average rating of 5.92 (SD = .954); the difference is statistically 
significant at F (1, 26) = 9.75, p=. 004. In regard to overall life satisfaction, the 
bottom quartile had a rating of 4.87 (SD = 1.19) while the top quartile had an 
average rating of 5.69 (SD= 1.25); the difference was not significant at F (1, 26) = 
3.21, p = .085.  
Table 13 presents a comparison of individual attributes by group 
(Hypotheses II and IV). A one-way ANOVA revealed several statistically 
significant differences at the standard level of p<.05 and one difference that was 
significant at the Bonferroni corrected level of p<.002 though all other differences 
were not significant. Despite the general lack of statistical significance, many of 
the trends were in the hypothesized direction (i.e. the least happy participants 
rated items higher than the happiest participants). 
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Table 18. Study 3 Attribute Evaluations by Quartile 
ITEM** 
Bottom Quartile        
(n=15) 
Top Quartile          
(n=13) ANOVA 
(F(1,26)) 
SIG. 
(p) MEAN SD MEAN SD 
25 min. 2.53 .834 1.92 .954 3.27 .082 
$200 cell phone 1.40 .632 1.31 .480 .184 .671 
$100 bet 1.60 .507 1.54 .776 .063 .803 
300 calories 3.53 .990 2.85 1.46 2.17 .153 
10 MPG 2.67 1.80 1.38 .870 5.47 .027* 
$10 ticket 3.40 1.64 3.54 .660 .081 .778 
5,000 songs 4.10 1.42 5.46 1.20 .271 .607 
$2 for Euro 3.53 1.30 3.62 1.85 .019 .892 
15 min. late 1.47 .516 1.23 .599 1.25 .273 
Penny 4.27 .799 3.77 1.17 1.78 .194 
Even taxes 4.13 .640 4.77 1.36 2.61 .118 
1 degree change 3.93 .258 4.23 .439 4.94 .035* 
2 cent decrease 4.73 .594 5.08 .862 1.54 .225 
1 additional min. 3.47 .915 4.08 .954 2.98 .096 
250 less calories  5.47 1.06 5.85 1.07 .886 .355 
Found $50 6.67 .617 6.62 .506 .057 .814 
50% off  6.13 .743 6.62 .506 3.89 .059 
10 extra points 6.73 .458 6.62 .650 .314 .580 
50 inch TV 5.13 .834 6.38 .768 16.87 .000** 
2800 sq. ft 5.73 .961 5.15 1.14 2.12 .157 
2 weeks vacation 6.80 .414 6.38 .961 2.32 .140 
5 min. early 5.20 1.01 5.31 1.11 .072 .791 
5% interest  4.20 1.47 3.08 1.38 4.28 .049* 
*Significant at p<.05 but not Bonferroni adjusted value of p<.002 
**Significant at p<.002 
***Complete item names can be found in Appendix A 
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CHAPTER XII 
 
DISCUSSION (STUDY 3) 
 
Overall, the original results from Study 3 partially support Hypothesis I in 
that the overall life satisfaction ratings of happy participants were significantly 
higher than those of the sad participants. Happy participants also rated their 
happiness with life as a whole higher than sad participants though not statistically 
significant. In regard to Hypothesis II, although the findings were not statistically 
significant, comparisons of the attribute evaluations of happy and sad participants 
reveal that sad participants did rate most of the attributes higher than the happy 
participants, which lends support to the hypothesized effect.  
The results of the supplemental analyses for this study further support 
Hypothesis I and continue to lend support to Hypothesis II. It appears that the 
mood manipulation in this study (weather) was more effective than the musical 
mood induction method used in Studies 1 and 2 to induce the desired mood 
(happy or sad) though participants’ self-reported mood as assessed with the mood 
adjective checklist were still not statistically different. In this case, it seems as 
though the suggestion that natural differences in mood would result in more 
support for the hypothesized effects of mood on evaluations is somewhat 
warranted.  Again, future studies may need to focus on individual differences in 
mood rather than attempting to manipulate mood (even if the manipulation is 
done more naturally as was the case in this study). In addition to a lack of 
significant difference in participant mood, the lack of significant findings in this 
study may also relate to the overall differences in the groups’ demographic 
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compositions given that the overall trend in the data are in support of the 
hypotheses for this study.  
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CHAPTER XIII 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The outcomes of the three studies presented in this report lead to several 
conclusions. First, future studies should rely on individual differences in 
participant mood rather than attempting to manipulate mood especially in a 
laboratory setting. In Studies I and II, the musical mood manipulation failed to 
prime the desired mood and, in some cases, resulted in the opposite effect 
whereby participants in the sad condition were happier than those in the happy or 
neutral conditions. Obviously, as this study relies heavily on the effects of mood, 
the inability to effectively prime moods made it nearly impossible to find any 
differences between the specified conditions. Supplemental analyses revealed that 
while the mood manipulation was ineffective, it might be possible to compare 
participants’ evaluations using their self-reported moods at the time of the study. 
While the results of the post-hoc analyses were not conclusive in and of 
themselves, future studies may be able to study effects of mood on evaluation by 
relying on more natural and individual mood differences.  
Study 3, which relied on a more organic mood manipulation (i.e. weather 
patterns), while not entirely successful, did produce results that were more in-line 
with the outcomes that were hypothesized.  This study, along with the 
supplemental analyses that rely on individual differences in mood, suggest that 
while slight differences in generally happy moods may be enough to produce 
significant results in support of the hypotheses outlined in this study, greater 
differences may need to be compared in order to gain a true understanding of the 
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phenomena being proposed. Studies that rely on mood differences such as those 
displayed by a clinically depressed population, in which negative mood is more 
pronounced, may be more successful in identifying the differences one would 
expect based on the range-frequency theory account of the effects of mood on 
judgment. The participants collected for this study may have simply been too 
generally happy and positive to exhibit significant differences in their judgment. 
Limitations and Future Research 
The current study is limited in its ability to generalize a negative mood to 
a depressed state. While it is possible that participants in a depressed mood would 
be more likely to exhibit the effects hypothesized in the current study, it is also 
possible that other factors relating to depression would influence a person’s 
categorical judgments. It may be that individuals diagnosed with clinical 
depression would not exhibit the hypothesized effects since depression is more of 
a genetic trait than a mood state as was suggested by the current study. Though 
the current study attempts to generalize the hypothesized effects to help explain 
tendencies of individuals who have been diagnosed with clinical mood disorders, 
that lack of a clinical population in the current studies limits the ability to study 
these effects fully. Future research should use a clinical population to truly 
understand the hypothesized effects of Parducci’s Range-Frequency Theory on 
the judgments made by individuals with mood experiences that are different from 
those of the general population.  
Future research should also investigate potential processing effects that 
may have influenced the outcomes of the current study. Forgas (1995) noted that 
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there may be different processing strategies used by people in positive and 
negative moods with those in negative moods using more systematic processing 
and those in positive moods using more heuristic processing strategies. Martin et 
al., (1993) also suggested that there may be a connection between a person’s 
mood and the processing strategy that they use based on particular “stop rules” 
they may be using to make a judgment. Given the relationship between processing 
strategies and previous models, a Range-Frequency Theory account for the effects 
of mood on judgment should also consider such effects and account for them in 
future studies.  
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CHAPTER XIV 
 
SUMMARY 
 
In the current study, Allan Parducci’s Range-Frequency Theory is applied 
to the discussion of the effect of mood on evaluations. Parducci’s (1965) range-
frequency theory has been widely demonstrated to account for contextual effects 
on evaluations; however, it has not been previously applied to the study of the 
effects of mood on judgment.  
Prior studies examining the influence of mood on judgment have found 
that participants tend to make mood-congruent judgments and evaluations; 
participants in positive moods evaluate things more positively while those in 
negative moods rate things more negatively. Consistent with prior research, the 
current study expects that evaluations of overall satisfaction will be higher among 
participants experiencing happy moods and lower among those experiencing sad 
moods. Contrary to prior research, however, it is further hypothesized that 
evaluations of specific attributes will be lower for participants experiencing happy 
moods and higher for those experiencing sad moods, which is consistent with 
principles outlined in Parducci’s Range-Frequency Theory.  
Based on Parducci’s theory, it is suggested that participants’ tendencies to 
recall and rely on mood-congruent memories will provide more bases for 
comparison by which participants will evaluate specific attributes; mood-
congruent exemplars will be inserted into a person’s context of judgment which 
will cause the differences between items to be perceived as greater. These effects 
can be accounted for by changes in the distribution of values that occur when 
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exemplars are added to the context of judgment thus modifying the range and/ 
frequency scores of items. By exploring the influence of mood on the context of 
judgment in this way, the researcher hopes to provide insight into the judgment 
processes of individuals with psychological mood disorders such as depression as 
well as to better understand general, non-clinical, effects of mood on evaluations. 
Three studies were conducted to compare the evaluations of various 
attributes made by participants in happy, neutral, and sad moods. Studies 1 and 2 
used musical mood induction techniques to prime mood prior to having 
participants rate their overall life experiences (Study 1) and several attributes such 
as temperature, time, and value (Study 1) or gains/losses (Study 2). Study 3 used a 
more natural mood manipulation, weather, to determine differences in evaluations 
of overall life satisfaction and general attributes.  
The current studies were overall unable to support the hypotheses 
suggested by Range-Frequency theory, largely due to an inability to effectively 
prime mood among participants. Post-hoc analyses suggest that future studies 
may be successful, however, by comparing participants’ individual differences in 
mood rather than attempting to manipulate happy or sad moods. In many cases, 
sad participants rated attributes more positively than happy participants, which 
supports the basis of the applying Parducci’s theory to the study of mood and 
judgment and opens the door for further research on this topic.  
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Appendix A  Attribute Evaluation                         
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Please indicate how good or bad each item seems to you by circling the 
appropriate number on the rating scale.  
 
 
 
       Waiting 25 minutes for the bus to arrive.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very 
good          Being charged $200 in overage fees on your cell phone bill.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very 
good         Losing a $100 bet  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very 
good  
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 Eating 300 calories more than you should according to your doctor.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very 
good        A car that gets 10 miles to the gallon.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very 
good          A $10 parking ticket.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very 
good         Storage for 5,000 songs on your i-pod.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very 
good 
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 A currency conversion rate of $2 for 1 euro.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very 
good        Arriving 15 minutes late to a job interview.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very 
good          Finding a penny in your pocket.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very 
good         Breaking even on your taxes ($0 owed, $0 returned).  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very 
good 
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 A one-degree change in temperature.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very 
good        A two-cent decrease in gas price.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very 
good          An additional 1 minute to your commute.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very 
good         Burning 250 calories during a pleasant walk.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very 
good 
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  Finding $50 on the sidewalk.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very 
good        Purchasing a computer for 50% off the original price.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very 
good         Receiving 10 extra credit points on an exam.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very 
good         A 50 inch wide-screen LCD television.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very 
good 
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 2,800 square foot apartment.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very 
good        Taking 2 weeks of paid vacation.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very 
good          Your flight arrives 5 minutes ahead of schedule.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very 
good         A 5% interest rate on your student loan.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very 
good 
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Temperature Evaluation 
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Please rate how good/bad each temperature seems for the month of November in Chicago (and 
the surrounding suburbs) by circling the appropriate number on the scale.  Note: all 
temperatures are measured in degrees Fahrenheit.   
 
 
 
21 degrees 
 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad      Very good 
 
 
 
 
28 degrees 
 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad      Very good 
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34 degrees 
 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad      Very good 
 
 
 
 
39 degrees 
 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad      Very good 
 
 
 
 
43 degrees 
 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad      Very good 
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46 degrees 
 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad      Very good 
 
 
 
 
48 degrees 
 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad      Very good 
 
 
 
 
50 degrees 
 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad      Very good 
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53 degrees 
 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad      Very good 
 
 
 
 
57 degrees 
 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad      Very good 
 
 
 
 
62 degrees 
 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad      Very good 
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68 degrees 
 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad      Very good 
 
 
 
 
 
 
75 degrees 
 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad      Very good 
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Please indicate how you presently feel by circling the number on the scale 
that corresponds to how well the item describes your current feelings. 
 
Good 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all      Extremely 
 
Sad 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all      Extremely 
 
Happy 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all      Extremely 
 
Calm 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all      Extremely 
 
Inspired 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all      Extremely 
 
Blue 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all      Extremely 
 
Gloomy 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all      Extremely 
 
Apprehensive 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all      Extremely 
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Gain/Loss Evaluation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
93 
Imagine you are playing a card game and each dollar amount presented 
represents an amount of money you either win or lose during your turn. 
Please indicate how good or bad each amount seems to you by circling the 
appropriate number on the rating scale.  Please pay attention to the dollar 
amounts since positive amounts represent money won while negative 
amounts represent money lost.  
 
 
 
 
 
$500 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very good 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$200 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very good 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$100 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very good 
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$50 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very good 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$20 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very good 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$5 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very good 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$0 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very good 
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-$5 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very good 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
-$20 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very good 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
-$50 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very good 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
-$100 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very good 
 
 
 
 
96 
-$200 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very good 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
-500 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very bad   Neutral   Very good 
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Thank you for taking part in this study today!  
 
Please answer a few more questions for our records. Please answer honestly; you responses will be 
confidential. 
 
1. Did you know what this study was about before you came here today?  
  Yes 
  No  
If you checked “yes”, how did you find out what this study was about? 
 
  I talked with someone else who took part in the study. 
  I guessed. 
  Other: __________________________________________________________________ 
 
2. What do you think this study is about? 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
3. What is your race/ethnicity (please select one)? 
  Asian American/Pacific Islander 
  Black/African American 
  Latino(a)/Hispanic 
  Middle Eastern 
  Multiracial 
  Native American 
  Other 
  White/Caucasian 
  Decline to answer 
 
4. What is your gender?  
  Female 
  Male 
  Decline to answer 
 
5. What is your current age? 
  Under 18 
  18 
  19 
  20 
  21 
  22 
  23 
  24 
  25-30 
  30-40 
  Over 40 
